Public Comment
Compliance Sched. - NPDES
Deadiine: 2/20/08 by 12 p.m.

o

Department of Water and Power the City of Los Angeles
ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA Commission : H. DAVID NAHAI,
Mayor NICK PATSAQOURAS, President Chef Exccutive Officer and Genera! Manager

EDITH RAMIREZ, vice Prosident ’ .

LEE KANON ALPERT

WALLY KNOX

FORESCEE HOGAN-ROWLES

BARBARA E. MOSCHOS, Secreary

February 20, 2008

=
Ms. Jeanine Townsend ﬁ’z @ E ﬂ W E

Acting Clerk to the Board

State Water Resources Control Board FEB 20 208
1001 | Street, 24" Floor
Sacramento, California 95814

SWRCB EXECUTIVE

Dear Ms. Townsend:
Subject: Comment Letter - NPDES Compliance Schedule Policy

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) appreciates the oepportunity
to comment on the State Water Resources Control Board's (State Board) proposed
statewide policy on compliance schedules in National Poliutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permits, and commends the State Board staff efforts toward the
development of a uniform policy that is both equitable and unambiguous.

LADWP encourages the State Board to consider compliance schedules that will pursue

protection of the environment, while being mindful of the potential negative effects it

may have on industry. There are many new statewide policies that will impact LADWP

and its future plans to reconfigure its generating stations, use reclaim water, develop |
and construct green power projects such as wind power and fuel cell technology and |
other projects that will require NPDES permits with compliance schedules to meet |
Federal, State, and Regional permit requirements. LADWP encourages the State

Board to implement a compliance schedule policy that encourages the continued

operation of existing services and the development of new services as we work together

to build a better environment.

LADWP submits the following comments:

1. Comment No. 1.: Issue 1 — Scope, pgs. 39-45

LADWP supports the State Board staff's recommendation to adopt atternative 1.d, in
which the compliance schedule policy supersedes compliance schedule provisions in all
regional and statewide plans and policies, with the exception of effective TMDLs and
the SIP.
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2. Comment #2.: Issue 2 ~ Duration of Compliance Schedules, pgs. 45-48

LADWP does not support the State Board alternative 2.b but instead prefers alternative
2.c, which allows for the duration of a compliance schedule of up to ten years (two
permit terms) after initial inclusion of the compliance schedule in the NPDES permit.
LADWP believes that a facility will need more than one permit term of five years when
there are committed resources to modify, upgrade its operations to increase
efficiencies, and/or meet tougher permit requirements, Particularly when the project

_includes the. restoration or reconﬂguratlon of multiple units and structural components of
“the intakes; and thus- requ;rmg phased construction.

* Alternative 2.b as wntten does not allow for the need of phased construction. In

addition, the wording “unforeseen circumstances beyond the control of the discharger”

~to be determined By the Regional Boards would need to be bstter defined. Dischargers

need 1o have sotha. confidence that compliance schedules for certain situations that

“would require extensive design and construction would be allowed more time than just

one permit term.

3. Comment #3.: Issue 3 - Deadlines for Complying with Applicable Standards,
pgs. 48-50

As discussed above in comment #2, LADWP also prefers alternative 3.c. rather than
alternative 3.b. suggested by the State Board, which restricts the duration of a NPDES
compliance schedule to no more than fifteen years after the adoption, revision, or new
interpretation of applicable standards. LADWP believes that as long as certain criteria
and/or milestones are met, then the 15-year deadline is not pointless or “too long to be
meaningful” if that amount of time was required to complete phased construction of a
facility with multiple units and outfalis.

LADWP believes that the State Board's recommendation of Alternative 3.b, in most
cases may prove to be adequate; however, it may not be sufficient for extensive facility
modifications necessary to meet compliance with state wide policies such as 316 b
where not only design and construction is necessary but also years of verification
monitoring after construction is complete.

4. Comment #4.: Issue 4 — Extended Comphance Schedules for TMDL-based
Permit leltatlons, pgs. 50-53

LADWP supports the recommended alternative 4.c, which adopts a compliance
'schedule policy that specifically allows additional time to comply with the NPDES permit
limitations that are based on a TMDL. This will facilitate needed data gathering efforts,
which often take many years to complete which is essential for TMDL compliance.




